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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136 (a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed after SIX (6) MONTHS from the 
mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
• Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even rf timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 ) Ix) Responsive to communication(s) filed on May 31, 2002 

2a) ^ This action is FINAL. 2b) □ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11; 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) 5(1 Claim(s) 1 and 12-23 is/are pending in the application. 



4a) Of the above, claim(s) 
5)D Claim (s) 



6) SI Claim (s) 1 and 12-23 

7) D Claim(s) 

8) D Claims 



is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

is/are allowed. 

is/are rejected. 

is/are objected to. 



are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 



Application Papers 

9)D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
1 !)□ The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 and 120 

13) D Acknowledgement is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some* c)D None of: 

1. □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3. □ Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
*See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) D Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e). 
a)D The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) D Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§120 and/or 121. 

Attachment(s) 

1) CD Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) O Interview Summary (PT0-413) Paper No(s). 

2) Q Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 51 (~| Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

3) O Information Disclosure Statement(s) IPTO-1449) Paper No(s). 6) Q Other: 



U. S. Patent and Trademark Office 



PTO-326 (Rev. 04-01 ) 



Office Action Summary 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1 and 19 provide for the use of a single-step slurry solution, but, since the claim 
does not set forth any steps involved in the method/process, it is unclear what method/process 
applicant is intending to encompass. A claim is indefinite where it merely recites a use without 
any active, positive steps delimiting how this use is actually practiced. 

Claims 1 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed recitation of a use, 
without setting forth any steps involved in the process, results in an improper definition of a 
process, i.e., results in a claim which is not a proper process claim under 35 U.S.C. 101. See for 
example Ex parte Dunki, 153 USPQ 678 (Bd.App. 1967) and Clinical Products, Ltd. v. Brenner, 
255 F. Supp. 131, 149 USPQ 475 (D.D.C. 1966). 
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Art Unit: 1765 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



4. Claims 1 and 12-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Indira 
et al. "Chemical Polishing of Metals : A Study" pp 80-91 in view of Kaufman et al. (US 

6,063,306). 

Indira discloses a chemical polishing solution for polishing the surface of a copper alloy. 
The copper alloy is immersed in a chemical polishing solution contained in a bath. The copper 
alloy is polished during the immersion step. The chemical polishing solution contains 30 ml of 
nitric acid which is an oxidizing reactant It contains 50 ml of acetic acid which is a co-reactant. 
It also contains 10 ml of hydrochloric acid which is an additive. It would have been obvious to 
one skilled in the art at the time of the claimed invention to use any one or a combination of the 
conventional processes (chemical-mechanical polishing , polishing or etching) to polish the surface 
of the metal. 

Unlike the claimed invention, Indira does not teach a method for using a planarizing system 
that includes a Cu/Ta/TaN surface. 

Kaufman discloses a method for using a polishing slurry to polish a substrate containing 
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copper and containing tantalum or tantalum nitride or both tantalum and tantalum nitride. The 
terms copper and cooper containing alloys are used interchangeably . The terms include but are 
not limited to substrates comprising layers of pure copper, copper aluminum alloys, and 
Ti/TiN/Cu, and Ta/TaN/Cu multi-layer substrates (Column 4, lines 37-42). 

It is the Examiner's position that a person having ordinary skill in the art would have 
found it obvious to modify Indira with the method of polishing a Cu/Ta/TaN surface as taught by 
Kaufman therein because Indira is not particular about the cooper alloy surface used in his process 
and therefore any copper alloy would have been anticipated in order to produce an expected 
result. 

5. Claims 19-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kaufman 
(US 6,063,306). 

Kaufman teaches a method for using a CMP slurry for polishing a substrate containing 
copper and tantalum or tantalum nitride or both tantalum and tantalum nitride. The slurry includes 
at least one oxidizing agent. The preferred oxidizing agents are urea and hydrogen peroxide 
(Column 5, lines 25-30). A complexing agent is used. The complexing agent can include either 
acetic acid or phosphoric acid (Column 5, lines 60-65). The pH of the slurry is maintained by 
using a base that contains no metal ions such as nitric acid (Column 7, lines 18-22). Phosphoric 
and sulfuric acid can also be used. Other additives may be incorporated into the CMP slurry to 
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include or enhance the polishing rate of the barrier layers in the wafer. Useful inorganic additives 
include hydrofluoric acid (HF) (Column 10, lines 52-60). The slurry is formulated so that it 
exhibits a low polishing rate towards the copper and typical polishing rate towards tantalum or 
tantalum nitride. 

Unlike the claimed process, Kaufman does not require that the copper and at least one of 
the Ta and TaN are planarized in a single processing step. He teaches that when then the slurry is 
applied to the surface it exhibits a low polishing rate towards toward the copper and a typical 
polishing rate towards the tantalum and tantalum nitride. It is the Examiner's position that a 
person having ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to modify Kaufman by using a 
single processing step in order to increase the removal rate of copper and tantalum or tantalum 
nitride resulting in a quicker and more efficient polishing process. 

Response to Arguments 
6. Applicant's arguments filed May 31, 2002 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In traversing the rejection based on the combination of Indira and Kaufman, the applicant 
states no one of ordinary skill in the art could have considered combining Indira and Kaufman to 
produce the present invention. The applicant also states that Kaufman clearly teaches against a 
single-step slurry. This point is not accepted since Indira discloses a chemical polishing solution 
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for polishing a copper alloy. The chemical polishing solution contains 30 ml of nitric acid which is 
an oxidizing reactant. It contains 50 ml of acetic acid which is a co-reactant. It also contains 10 
ml of hydrochloric acid which is an additive. This reads on the applicant's limitation of using a 
single-step slurry solution. Kaufman discloses that a copper alloy can include a Ta/TaN/Cu multi- 
layer substrate. Therefore, the Examiner contends that a person of ordinary skill in the art would 
have found it obvious to use the chemical polishing solution of Indira to polish a copper alloy 
such as Ta/TaN/Cu as taught by Kaufman. 

The applicant also argues that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 1 12 in conjunction with 35 
USC 101 is improper since the solution is being claimed and not the use of the solution. The 
Examiner contends that Claims 1 and 19 provide for the use of a single-step slurry solution which 
is a method limitation within a composition claim. Therefore, the rejections under 35 U.S.C. 1 12 
and 35 U.S.C. 101 stand. 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 
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1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, 
will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication from the Examiner should be directed to 
Charlotte A. Brown whose telephone number is 703-305-0727. The examiner can normally be 
reached during the hours of 9:00AM to 6:30PM. 

The fax phone numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned are 703-872-9310 for regular communications and 703-872-931 1 for After final 
communications. 



CAB 



August 8, 2002 



BENJAMIN L. UTECH 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY COTR 1700 



